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ABSTRACT 
A MODEL OF TEACHER EVALUATION EMPLOYING 
CLINICAL SUPERVISION TECHNIQUES: 
NEWTON, MASSACHUSETTS SECONDARY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
MAY 1991 
PATRICIA ANN CRUMLIN KEMPTON, B.A., TUFTS UNIVERSITY 
M.Ph., BOSTON COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Atron Gentry 
This study is an examination of the revised 
teacher evaluation procedures implemented by the 
Newton, Massachusetts public school department. 
The primary objective of the investigation 
was to determine how the participants, the teachers 
involved, viewed the pre-training, the common language 
features, the use of narrative evaluations, and the 
'cycle' format proffered by Robert Goldhammer in his 
pioneering clinical supervision model designed at 
Harvard University in the mid 60's. 
An analysis of the literature critiques and 
presents clinical supervision models from Green Bay, 
Wisconsin and Avondale, Michigan, as well as research 
that documents the evolution of clinical supervision, 
and its adaptation by educators such as Madeline 
Hunter. 
viii 
Higher means were recorded by respondents who 
participated in pre-training workshops, conducted over 
a three year period, than those who did not on all 
survey items. Teachers felt that they benefited from 
the revised evaluation procedure using clinical 
supervision techniques. They found narrative 
evaluative reports more helpful, especially the female 
teachers. They were clearer on common language terms 
shared with their supervisors and they found evaluation 
less a source of anxiety than those who did not 
participate in the pre-training. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
In 1982-'83, the Newton, Massachusetts school 
system began to explore ways to improve its method of 
evaluation and supervision. The goal of the 
examination was to work with the administrators/ 
supervisors and to train them in how to be good 
observers and how to be good analysts of its teaching 
faculty. Newton is a suburban town located 10 miles 
west of Boston. It has 560 teachers, 19 principals, 
and 9,276 students. 
The initiator for the exploration was Mr. 
Norman M. Colb, who at that time was the Assistant 
Superintendent of schools for the city of Newton. 
District superintendents are key actors in teacher 
evaluation reform. They not only marshall the 
resources for teacher evaluation, but they also 
serve an important symbolic function by focusing 
attention on teacher evaluation, making it a priority 
and establishing the climate within which it can occur 
(Bridges, 1986; Wise et al., 1984). Mr. Colb has since 
left Newton and is currently the Superintendent of 
schools for the city of Marmaroneck, New York. 
During a phone call with Mr. Colb on October 
2, 1989, the researcher discussed with him his initial 
concerns surrounding the issue of evaluation in 
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relation to the Newton school department. He stated 
that his "original impulse was Just to remind folks 
that there are interesting ways to conduct evaluation, 
and to shake some folk up in order to get them to 
re-examine their perceptions of supervision." He had 
in mind, at that time, launching a small scale 
introduction of exciting new ideas in the fields of 
evaluation and supervision. Events, such as the 
examining of methods of evaluation within a district, 
frequently rely on individual initiative which 
functions as a strategic trigger for basic change. The 
occurrence of such an event must be seized as an 
occasion to challenge previously unquestioned values, 
assumptions, and behaviors (Lundberg, 1985). 
Improving effective evaluation practices is a 
task that requires an in-depth look at what the 
district is already doing, what level of expertise 
exist among evaluators, and establishing a process that 
teachers would feel is compatible with their having 
some control over conditions effecting their 
performance and thus effecting their assessment. 
Without a sense of professional safety, teachers may 
divert attention away from the experimentation that 
might improve their performance, focusing instead on 
maintaining low-risk teaching strategies that meet the 
minimum requirements for success (McLaughlin and 
Pfeifer, 1988). 
2 
To spawn a broader sense of awareness toward 
teaching styles, and in order to heighten the 
sensitivity of the evaluators and supervisors, Newton 
called upon an exciting educator who understood the 
parameters. This person was Jon Saphier, the director 
of Research for Better Teaching, Inc. located in 
Carlisle, Massachusetts, 01741. Saphier has researched 
a number of teaching models, which are treated in his 
book The Skillful Teacher. 1987. One of the goals of 
his research is to help evaluators and teachers develop 
a common language and methodology for observing, 
describing, and discussing skillful classroom 
practice-without relying on a discrete list of skills 
and behaviors (Harvard Education Letter, May/June, 
1989). 
In order for a district to move from a 
condition of low-trust, low-risk-taking organization to 
one in which teacher evaluation can support meaningful 
change, channels of communication within the district 
must be open vertically and horizontally (McLaughlin 
and Pfeifer, 1988). Supporting this research, Newton 
began training in 1982-'83 for administrators and 
supervisors, and has continued expanding the group each 
year since that time so that now it includes teachers 
as well. Since October of 1989, 20 administrators 
have been receiving training in observing and analyzing 
techniques with Jon Saphier; sessions are held one day 
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a month throughout the school year from 1 - 4:00 P.M., 
along with two all day sessions, 9:00 A.M. to 4:00 
P.M., one in November and a second in January. In 
addition to this program Newton has included in the 
training two half day, 9:00 A.M. to 12:00 noon, 
workshops on difficult conferences. Teachers, on a 
voluntary basis, have been encouraged to enroll in the 
Saphier training workshops, which have been offered 
city-wide for three academic years, September 1985 - 
May 1989. Like the supervisor workshops, the ones 
conducted for the teachers have lasted an entire 
academic year, have been conducted by Saphier or one of 
his trained assistants, and have stressed the common 
language features. 
Saphier estimated that by end of the 1989-/90 
school year all of the administrators would hve been 
trained, and approximately one half of the teaching 
staff would also have been trained. He would have then 
completed the district's goal of providing a common 
language base about teaching, and providing a structure 
in which teachers can grow. 
Statement of the Problem 
How successful has the Newton school 
district's efforts to change the culture of evaluation 
been? Enabling teacher evaluation begins with the 
process of unfreezing, of reexamining the understand¬ 
ings, beliefs and practices fundamental to the 
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institution (McLaughlin and Pfeifer, 1988). The old 
culture of evaluation has to be challenged and new 
values and practices have to replace traditional ones. 
Teacher participation in the development and 
implementation of an evaluation scheme is the most 
effective strategy for developing congruence between 
teachers' values and expectations and organizational 
goals and activities. In addition, participation of 
this nature also promotes the sense of ownership 
essential to effective implementation and collegiality 
that increases general support within the organization 
(Kerr and Slocum, 1981). One hypothesis of the 
researcher is that the establishment of a common 
language base for teachers and supervisors will result 
in better evaluations and better instructional 
practices. The Newton school district has initiated 
this process. Open communication throughout the 
district means that teachers and administrators have 
begun to develop the trust and understanding central to 
evaluation. 
Virtually every recent study of teacher 
evaluation procedures highlights the importance of 
training in making evaluation work (Bridges, 1968; 
Stiggins and Bridgeford, 1985, Wise et al., 1984). Few 
districts can embark successfully on a new teacher 
evaluation system without first investing heavily in 
additional pre-training for both teachers and 
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administrators. Joint training makes important 
substantive and symbolic contributions to effective 
teacher evaluation. By establishing only a volunteer 
training program for the teachers and a mandatory 
training process for the administrators, the Newton 
school district will have uneven support from teachers 
in extending trust and acceptance to the new evaluation 
process. The researcher's hypothesis is that those 
teachers who support the revised evaluation structure 
will be those who participated in the pre-training. 
Another component of the evaluation process 
is to develop a system of checks and balances to 
promote reliability and validity as well as perceived 
fairness. Newton's evaluations are based on multiple 
sources of information, including a pre-observation 
conference, three to four classroom observations, a 
post-observation conference, an explicit criteria 
checklist, to be completed every year, and a complete 
'cycle' evaluation to be furnished every four years. 
The 'cycle' format is borrowed from the 
clinical supervision prototype of Robert Goldhammer 
<1969; 1980), to establish the parameters for providing 
fair and professional judgments. Goldhammer clearly 
outlines the stages to be followed in order to 
implement a clinical observation 'cycle': 
Stage 1: Pre-observation conference 
Stage 2: Observation 
Stage 3: Analysis and Strategy 
Stage 4: Supervision conference 
Stage 5: Post-conference analysis 
6 
The Newton district's adaptation of 
Goldhammer's model omits Stage 4 (Supervision 
conference). Since the purpose of clinical supervision 
is to improve and enhance the instructional skills of 
the teachers, and to increase the common language 
between the supervisor and the teacher, it offers a 
conceptual framework for addressing many of the 
essential environmental components central to the 
teaching/learning process. By omitting Stage 4, The 
Supervision conference, from the evaluation 'cycle', 
the researcher's hypothesis is that the Newton 
procedure for teacher evaluation lacks meaningful 
feedback, which is a critical component of the clinical 
supervision matrix, and so it can promote neither 
improvement nor accountability. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to analyze the 
reformed evaluation procedures in the city of Newton, 
Massachusetts, and its adaptation of clinical 
supervision techniques to assess their teachers' 
performance in the secondary public schools within the 
district. 
Teacher evaluation, teachers remind policy 
makers, has no tradition as a strategy to foster 
improvement. Instead, inspection and control have 
characterized teacher evaluation activities since 
Colonial times (Peterson, 1982). The evaluation 
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activities in Newton have made progress installing 
teacher evaluation practices that attempt to promote 
both accountability and improvement. The researcher 
will provide the data for the analysis of the Newton 
district's efforts at teacher evaluation improvement. 
Utilizing the researcher's hypotheses, this 
study will analyze the degree to which pre-training of 
administrators and teachers contributed as an important 
strategic element to teacher evaluation. Also, relying 
on the researcher's hypothesis concerning the Newton 
'cycle', this study will seek to analyze the 'cycle' 
format as a tool for teacher evaluation. Thirdly, the 
study will examine the effect of the employment of a 
common language for supervisors and teachers, as a 
quality for enhancing dialogue inherent in the 
techniques of clinical supervision, as proffered by 
Goldhammer (1969). 
Since feedback, the process of giving back 
information for the purpose of bringing about change in 
the behavior of those receiving the information, sits 
at the heart of any teacher evaluation effort, it is a 
powerful mechanism for giving meaning to the activity. 
It is, therefore, critical that this study be conducted 
to shed light on effective feedback of the process in 
education where teachers, as clinically based 
professionals are accustomed to judging their 
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effectiveness primarily in terms of student responses 
(McLaughlin, Pfeifer, Swanson, Owens, and Yee, 1986; 
Lortie, 1975) Evaluative credibility, feedback that is 
reliable and valid, is needed for an individual, 
teacher, to recognize a problem or to acknowledge a 
needed change. 
Again, how effective has the Newton school 
district's revised evaluation procedure been, employing 
a version of Goldhammer's clinical supervision model, 
in revamping it evaluation scheme? The answer to this 
question is the purpose of this study. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The ultimate goal of the revised evaluation 
procedure in Newton is the improvement of teacher 
performance employing clinical supervision techniques 
and that is the direction the researcher has chosen to 
pursue in the development of a literature review. 
The following definitions are offered in 
order to place in context related but distinct 
supervisory functions: 
. . general supervision, subsumes supervisory 
operations that take place principally outside the 
classroom, therefore denoting activities like the 
writing and revision of curriculums, the preparations 
of units and materials of instruction, the development 
of processes and instruments for reporting to parents, 
and such broad concerns as the evaluation of the total 
educational program. 
In contrast, clinical supervision is focused 
upon the improvement of the teacher's classroom 
instruction. The principal data of clinical 
supervision include records of classroom events: what 
the teacher and students do in the classroom during the 
teaching-learning processes. These data are 
supplemented by information about the teacher's and 
students' perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and 
knowledge relative to the instruction. Such 
information may relate to states and events occurring 
prior to, during and following any segment of 
instruction to be analyzed. The clinical domain is, 
the interaction between a specific teacher or team of 
teachers and specific students, both as a group and as 
individuals. Clinical supervision may therefore be 
defined as the rationale and practice designed to 
improve the teacher's classroom performance. It takes 
its principal data from the events of the classroom. 
The analyses of these data and the relationship between 
teacher and supervisor form the basis of the program, 
procedures, and strategies designed to improve the 
students' learning by improving the teacher's classroom 
behavior (Cogan, 1973). 
1.0 
Clinical supervision is a field-based 
approach to instructional supervision that begs for 
clarification because in our culture we take the word 
'clinical'’ to mean that some sort of medical 
prescription is attached, and that therefore a 
pathological or psychological condition exist 
and a cure must be found. This simply is not the 
connotation to be attached to the term 'clinical 
supervision,' as it relates to an educational setting 
CGoldhammer, 1969). 
As Robert Goldhammer (Anderson and Krajewski, 
1980) the inventor of the term states: "Clinical 
supervision is meant to imply supervision up close. . 
given close observation, detailed observational data, 
face-to-face interaction between the supervisor and 
teacher, and an intensity of focus that binds the two 
together in an intimate professional relationship. An 
image of idiographic analysis of behavioral data and a 
tendency to develop categories of analysis after 
teaching has been observed, rather than beforehand, 
completes the picture. The word "clinical" was chosen 
as a label to denote and connote the salient 
operational and empirical aspects of supervision in the 
classroom." (Cogan, 1961) 
Much has unfolded about clinical supervision 
since its invention and naming by Goldhammer in 1969. 
The thrust of clinical supervision requires that 
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teacher and supervisor attack problems together and 
"rests on the conviction that instruction can only be 
improved by direct feedback to a teacher on aspects of 
his or her teaching that are of concern to that teacher 
rather than on items on an evaluation form or that are 
pet concerns of the supervisor only." (Reavis, 1976). 
This is the way in which clinical supervision differs 
from other supervisory approaches. It is concerned 
with content, and its emphasis is on analysis 
rather than inspection. 
Clinical supervision is a field-based 
approach to instructional supervision. According to 
researchers, (Acheson and Gall, 1987), it presents the 
supervisor with a model rather than a smorgasbord of 
lists, charts, tables, and examples which so often 
occur in supervision and evaluation literature. 
The model of 'clinical supervision' is based 
on the method developed by Morris Cogan, Robert 
Goldhammer, and others at the Harvard School of 
Education in the 1960's. (Acheson and Gall, 1987) 
When Robert Goldhammer died in 1968, with his book 
nearly ready for publication, the term 'clinical 
supervision' was not yet in wide use and its literature 
was only beginning to take shape. In fact, another 
five years passed before the milestone volume of the 
same title by Morris Cogan (Goldhammer's principal 
mentor, and chairperson of his dissertation committee 
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at Harvard) appeared. Morris Cogan is given credit for 
coining the term 'clinical supervision' during his work 
at Harvard. (Goldhammer, Anderson, Krajewski, 1980) 
The Harvard-Newton, Massachusetts Summer Program, first 
offered in 1955, brought together recent college 
graduates with Education training into an intensive 
student-teaching experience. Cogan and Anderson were 
faculty members in this program, within which Cogan 
first developed various clinical, peer-supervision 
technologies. This was followed by the Harvard- 
Lex ington Summer Program (HLSP, which was offered in 
the summer of 1961 through 1965 to experienced teachers 
and administrators seeking training in team teaching. 
The five stage model of clinical supervision was 
developed in the HLSP. (Anderson, Krajewski, 1980) 
Robert Goldhammer's text Clinical 
Supervision: Special Methods for the Supervision of 
Teachers. 1969, was the first major text on the 
subject of clinical supervision. Two other major texts 
were completed within the next few years, both of which 
(like Goldhammer's) grew out of experiences in 
Harvard-Newton and Harvard-Lexington programs. In 
1971, Richard Weller wrote Verbal Communication in 
Instructional Supervision, a text that grew out of 
his Harvard doctoral dissertation. In 1973, Cogan's 
Clinical Supervision provided a rationale for the use 
of clinical supervision as well as a full description 
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of the process. Of the three texts that grew out of 
the work at Harvard, both Cogan's book and Goldhammer's 
book are considered milestones—each in its own 
distinctive style and content. Cogan, the mentor, 
delivered a precise, well documented text on clinical 
supervision. Goldhammer, the student, offered a 
free-wheeling, yet deep-thinking, personal analysis and 
description of the clinical supervision method, with an 
impassioned plea for its use in the schools. Both 
served their purposes well. (Anderson, Krajewski, 1980. 
The model of clinical supervision proffered 
by Cogan and Goldhammer consists of five stages. A 
collection of such a sequence of stages refers 
collectively to what is called the 'cycle of 
supervision." (Goldhammer, 1969) Using the model's 
structure as the organizing principle, the researcher 
will attempt to identify its major underlying premises 
and make a step by step presentation of the process. 
The prototype sequence of the clinical 
supervision process consists of five stages: 
Stage 1: Pre-observation conference 
Stage 2: Observation 
Stage 3: Analysis and strategy 
Stage 4: Supervision conference 
Stage 5: Post-conference analysis 
The key to understanding clinical supervision 
and using it is to view it as an alternative model. It 
is interactive rather than directive, democratic rather 
than authoritarian, and teacher-centered rather than 
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supervisor-centered. The skilled supervisor employing 
the clinical supervision model does not show up 
unannounced at the teacher's classroom to see what is 
happening. Instead a pre-observation conference is 
scheduled and specific goals are discussed, and a 
specific time is arranged for the classroom visitation 
to take place. Thus, the teacher knows and in a sense 
determines beforehand what the evaluator might observe 
and evaluate. The element of chance is lessened in the 
supervision process. Through Stage 1, the pre¬ 
observation conference, an agreement between the 
evaluator and the teacher is made as to what classroom 
observational data will be recorded. Goldhammer 
indicates that pre-observation activities serve 
primarily to provide a mental framework for the 
remainder of the supervisory sequence. 
Stage 2 involves observation of instruction 
and takes place in the classroom. Data may be 
collected by taking notes that record classroom 
occurrences verbatim by organizing around categories of 
pupil and teacher behavior. 
Stage 3 is when the evaluator plans the 
strategy for the conference. It is of utmost 
importance for the supervisor to mentally rehearse what 
and how to proceed prior to a one on one meeting with 
the teacher. The evaluator is responsible for setting 
the tone and establishing a free-zone atmosphere. In 
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other words, there is preplanning by the supervisor of 
the sequence of events, but the teacher is unaware of 
all of the preparation. 
In Stage 4, following observation, the 
teacher and the supervisor analyze the 
teaching-learning process. This analysis is built into 
the process to make clinical supervision less 
whimsical, less arbitrary, and less superficial than 
precious approaches. (Acheson and Gall, 1987) It is 
at this stage that the supervisor points out 
outstanding patterns, and seeks to get the teacher to 
recognize certain behaviors and to analyze his/her own 
patterns. This approach makes the data collected 
useful and useable. During the conference the teacher 
and the supervisor try to understand what has taken 
place in the classroom. The teacher usually begins to 
recognize and make decisions about his/her behavior and 
students' behaviors and learning. 
During Stage 5, the post-conference analysis 
phase, the teacher and the supervisor decide on the 
kinds of changes sought in the teacher's classroom 
behavior, and they enter into renewed planning. When 
they begin planning for further instruction and changes 
to be made, the stages of the 'cycle' resume. 
Emphasis throughout the 'cycle' is on 
instructional improvement through direct feedback in 
areas that are of concern to the teacher. The system 
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does not center on rating forms or on items that are of 
interest primarily to the school, the system or the 
evaluator. 
In a recent study Blake and DeMont (1989) in 
the Avondale school district, located 20 miles north of 
Detroit, set about implementing an improved system of 
teacher evaluation based upon a clinical model of 
supervision. 
In 1984, Avondale, after years of financial 
struggles, and after administrative preoccupation with 
stretching limited dollars, the financial condition 
improved. Energies shifted to renewed efforts toward 
establishing an enhanced curriculum, highlighted 
interest in overall student performance, and the need 
for increased system accountability, which translated 
into restructuring the teacher evaluation process. 
Avondale sought a model that would include an enhanced 
sensitivity for individuals' personal experiences, a 
tolerance for greater diversity of thinking, and a 
generous allotment of time. 
A three year program for all Instructional 
staff and principals began by first giving ongoing 
training in Madeline Hunter's I-TIP (Instructional 
Theory Into Practice) model of principles of learning 
and teaching behaviors. Over the three years, all 
instructional staff participated in the district 
sponsored I-TIP in-service training. The core training 
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was followed with review and refresher sessions. A 
common instructional language was used to describe 
specific teaching and learning events. Teachers from 
one school would visit colleagues in other buildings to 
participate in group discussions on teaching. Through 
observation, coaching, modeling, scripting, and contin¬ 
uous dialogue, teachers and principals increased and 
expanded their knowledge of and skill in the profession 
of teaching. 
The results were such, that after a three 
year developmental period, a model of teacher appraisal 
evolved that emphasized the clinical components of 
formative evaluation distinct and separate from the 
annual summative assessment. The new system called for 
the supervisor and teacher to share equally in the 
challenge to expand and enhance the teacher's 
instructional skills. Specific procedures and 
recording forms which required the instructional 
partnership of the supervisor and teacher were 
developed. The Avondale district established two forms 
of evaluation to accommodate both personal growth and 
improvement of teachers: 1. The summative assessment 
is comprehensive with regard to the teacher's classroom 
skills, personal qualities, and professional 
performance, and 2. The formative assessment is 
designed to assist and promote improvement in the 
teaching abilities of the instructor. It is ongoing 
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and includes coaching and counseling. All assessments, 
conclusions and recommendations for improvement are 
based upon direct observations of the teaching process. 
Such observations are recorded by the observer as the 
teaching takes place. 
In research which dealt specifically with 
clinical supervision, Robert Eaker <1972) surveyed 
perceptions of clinical supervision by different 
educators in the seven largest school systems in the 
state of Tennessee. He distributed questionnaires to 
teachers, supervisors, superintendents, and 
superintendents' staffs of three elementary schools, 
one junior high, and one secondary school in each of 
these districts. The results led to the following 
conclusions: 
1. Most teachers and administrators agreed 
with the basic assumptions of clinical 
supervisi on. 
2. Although the teachers tended to agree 
with the procedure of clinical 
supervision, they agreed more strongly 
with the assumption than with the 
specific procedures. 
3. No firm conclusions could be drawn as to 
how teachers felt about being trained in 
obsevational techniques for the purpose 
of analyzing each other's teaching. 
4. Administrators tended to agree more 
strongly with the assumptions and 
procedures of clinical supervision than 
did teachers. 
5. There was insufficient evidence to 
conclude that there exists significant 
differences in views of teachers with 
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three years or less experience and those 
with more than three years experience. 
The clinical supervision /cycle/ was the 
focus of a study done by Turner (1976). Using 
Goldhammer's model with three elementary teachers in a 
variety of teaching-1 earning situations she confirmed 
the five stages of a 'cycle.' The study developed 
support for Goldhammer's emphasis on rapport as an 
essential ingredient in the supervisory relationship. 
It also unfolded support as well for some of the 
inadequacies of Goldhammer's model: 
The pressures of time 
- Inaccuracy in supervisor's records 
The unavailability of simple solutions 
Tempos of supervision seem too rapid for 
effective assimilation to occur or too 
slow for interest to be sustained 
Many data have been unearthed, but the 
patterns they comprise have not been 
defined 
Teacher's response may involve substantial 
emotional labor 
Analysis at a level of abstraction to 
many teachers are unaccustomed in their 
work 
The comparison of traditional supervision and 
clinical supervision done by Reavis (1977) looked at 
the possible differences in verbal discussions. As a 
result, clinical supervision was analyzed to see if it 
created a more democratic relationship as far as verbal 
interaction was concerned. Seven supervisors each 
worked with one teacher in clinical supervision and one 
teacher in a traditional method. Tapes of conferences 
were made and revealed a significant difference between 
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the two methods. In the clinical method two major 
differences were noted: 1. supervisors accepted or 
used teacher's ideas, and 2. supervisors asked 
teacher's for their opinions. The results found that 
the verbal exchanges were very different, and they 
favored the clinical supervision method. 
A 1987 study by Scott Amo and Teri Mills 
recorded an advanced staff development program for 
administrators, entitled the Administrators' Staff 
Development Program, that they implemented in Green 
Bay, Wisconsin. They thought that all too often the 
districts' focused on skills critical to the 
improvement of teaching instruction, and effectiveness, 
and in doing so tended to slight their instructional 
partners, the building administrators. The specific 
needs of the administrators were not being addressed 
and have left some administrators feeling less than 
secure about their supervisory skills in conducting 
classroom observations and conferences. Their study 
developed seven phases of clinical supervision, and 
their respective skill components, and considered the 
various forces having an impact on conference settings 
and conference outcomes. 
The Seven phases of clinical supervision 
developed by Amo and Mills are: 
1. Establish Teaching Expectancies 
Informally (via note or in conversation) or 
formally (during a pre-observational conference), 
21 
the supervisor establishes the teaching 
expectancies. Included in the decisions may be 
such tnings as whether there will be part or all 
of a lessor, whether there will be routine or 
unique conditions during that class, when the con¬ 
ference will be held, and what the instructional 
focus will be. 
2. Observe Teaching Behaviors 
The supervisor collects data using a script 
method, recording in abbreviated form, what 
the teacher says. 
3. Label Teaching Behaviors 
The supervisor labels teaching behaviors using the 
categories of instructional skills. 
4. Analyze Teaching Behaviors 
The supervisor analyzes the data from that lesson 
to determine teacher behavior patterns as well as 
isolated happenings. Further analysis considers 
whether those patterns should or should not have 
occured. Each pattern or isolated event is ex¬ 
amined to determine the apparent cause-effect 
relationship to teaching effectiveness. 
5. Plan .for instructional goplenanss. 
This phase involves selection of primary and 
secondary objectives, determining strategy for the 
conference and selection of the particular 
conference type. 
6. Conduct, .the Conference 
Effective conferences produce win/win outcomes in 
that there are significant rewards to be enjoyed 
by both teacher and supervisor. A teacher who is 
attentive to the many forces which have the 
potential to impact on a conference is in an 
optimal position to respond to emerging teacher 
needs. The type of questions and the way they are 
asked are often keys to an effective conference. 
Questions which facilitate a teacher's analysis of 
his/her own teaching have the potential to result 
in a more powerful impact than rhetorical 
questions or pronouncements by a supervisor based 
more on creativity than imitation, effective 
listening more than correct asking, understanding 
of the purpose more than quantity of questions 
asked and finally, adjusting rather than 
standardizing of the questions. 
7. Establish Follow-UP 
Plans for follow-up may be suggested by the 
teacher, the supervisor or agreed upon by both. 
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Decisions on the teaching expectations as well as 
the date of the next observation are useful at 
this time. 
Amo and Mills also identified six forces 
which have an impact on conferences. They realized 
that an approach to clinical supervision so heavily 
dependent upon analysis skills, needs to give the 
administrators a framework for doing that analysis. 
The six forces are: 
1. A common understanding of effective teaching 
skills. 
2. A previous knowledge of the teacher and supervisor 
of one another. 
3. A knowledge of the lesson's relationship to short 
and long range expectations. 
4. A knowledge of the content being taught by the 
supervisor. 
5. A degree of commitment toward improving 
instruction on the part of both the teacher and 
the supervisor. 
6. An awareness of the personality type of both the 
supervisor and the teacher. 
The last part of the Administrators' Staff 
Development Program consisted of providing opportuni¬ 
ties for administrators to practice. This practice, 
within the confines of a workshop, was set up to 
provide administrators with opportunities to analyze a 
variety of lessons. Video taped lessons were used for 
this purpose. 
Analysis was done by small groups, as well as 
by individuals. They also provided many opportunities 
to conduct conferences. Role playing was simplified by 
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having a participant assume the role of a cooperative 
and agreeable teacher. Concentration was centered on 
conducting a small part of a conference rather than an 
entire one. Just as teachers need feedback on their 
lessons, supervisors need feedback on their conferences 
in order to successfully implement a clinical 
supervision model. 
In presenting his paper "Problematizing 
Teaching through a "Critical" Perspective on Clinical 
Supervision" at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association in San Francisco, 
California in March of 1989, John Smyth takes the 
process of clinical supervision (Goldhammer, 1969; 
Cogan, 1973; and Smyth, 1986) and shows how what 
started out over 30 years ago as a collaborative 
process has been harnessed into a sophisticated 
mechanism of teacher inspection and surveillance. 
He suggests that in the years since it began 
at Harvard University in the 1960/s, clinical 
supervision has had a checkered history and has taken 
on a variety of meanings and interpretations, some of 
them not particularly flattering to teachers. Smyth 
suggests that current use of clinical supervision has 
not only lost the intent of the original model, but has 
generated an overly narrow and technical view of 
clinical supervision. He takes a critical look, or a 
process of re-examining current positions, and 
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interrogates the relationships that exist. 
Smyth believes that 'converts' (Hunter, 1980) 
have appropriated the ideas of clinical supervision for 
narrow instrumental ends, without endorsing the 
emancipatory potential of the process. He thinks that 
a process like clinical supervision can help re-build 
fractured and demoralized school communities into 
informed and critical communities. This can best occur 
when a systematic and sequential process of inquiry, 
similar in many respects to the phased model of 
pre-observation conference, observation, analysis, 
post-observation conference, and post-conference 
analysis of Goldhammer's, is followed. 
In the current climate of the swing to 
conservative educational policies it is not difficult 
to see how clinical supervision, or purported variants 
of it, can be used to appear to provide a veneer of 
respectability for what amounts to the infantile 
treatment of teachers. Superficially these adaptations 
of clinical supervision give the outward appearance of 
being benign, neutral and value-free. By appropriating 
the reformist language of 'improvement', 'science', and 
'research', the Hunter movement especially twists the 
meaning of the term clinical supervision to gain 
support for its purpose which is of controlling and 
constraining the work of teachers. Who in their right 
mind could be against 'improvement'? 
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By focusing on the means or the 
technicalities of teaching, the social ends and 
political purposes of that teaching go unquestioned. 
In actuality the Hunter approach to supervision (and 
teaching) is riddled with quite explicit values on what 
constitutes acceptable ways of working with teachers 
and in turn teachers working with students. In sum, it 
is a narrow recipe approach to both teaching and 
supervision that is neither sustainable in terms of its 
alleged research basis (Gibboney, 1986; Costa, 1984), 
nor bears any resemblance to the ways teachers actually 
work in the classroom. 
Smyth believes that none of this 
technologization of clinical supervision has come about 
by accident. Versions of clinical supervision touted 
by people like Hunter have come about because of what 
Shor (1986) claims was a concerted effort by 
conservatives at the end of the 1960's, to recapture 
and reassert what they saw as lost control over schools 
brought about as a result of the progressivism and 
permissiveness of the 1960's. The move was one to 
re-establish control over school culture, the 
curriculum, the structure of authority, and the 
language and genre of debate about schooling (Smyth, 
1987). According to Shor (1986) this reassertion was 
made possible by the economic downturn, and was driven 
by notions of career education and vocationalism which 
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capitalized on the widespread fear of unemployment. 
The attempt was to restore the notion of authority 
which had been lost and to declare war on "mediocrity" 
using the secret weapon of the push for (an undefined 
return to) 'excel 1ence' , 'back to basics', and 
encouraged by the much vaunted 'literacy crisis.' 
According to Shor (1986) this 'rearmament' of 
conservative interests has taken the form, at least in 
the United States of America, of a deliberate move "to 
displace the wrong words" and to "teach the right 
words." Oppositional words like 'peace', 'open access', 
'free schools', 'equal rights', 'civil rights', 'power 
to the people', (p.ll), were replaced by more 
conserving words like 'illiteracy', 'tests', 
'accountability', 'competence', 'quality', 
'excellence', 'basics', and the like (p.ll). As Apple 
(1987) put it, the terrain of the educational debate 
has been shifted "from a concern with inequality and 
democratization (no matter how weak) to the language of 
"efficiency, standards, and productivity" (p.200). 
What we are witnessing in the large number of national 
reports on education is an attempt to mouthe the right 
language, and through that, orchestrate public opinion 
so as to create the kind of climate in which to further 
standardize and control the work of teachers. This 
amounts to a rehearsing of what Apple (1987) sees as a 
repetition of an older strategy: "When larger economic 
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and governmental crises erupt, export the crisis 
outside the economy and government onto other groups 
(p.210). Lack of competitiveness in the economy, 
increasing unemployment, unfavorable trading 
arrangements, and the generally changing nature of 
labor market relations, are all blamed on the 
inadequacy of schools and teachers to meet the emerging 
needs." 
It has been this orchestrated chorus by 
educationally conservative critics of schooling that 
has produced support for a narrow instrumental view of 
schooling and education and resulted in processes like 
clinical supervision being seen as a convenient way of 
ensuring conformity to behaviorally determined indices 
of teacher competencies. As St.Maurice <1987) notes, 
for this reason critics of clinical supervision have 
invariably tended to concentrate on its limitations as 
a technical process, not upon the power relationships 
implicit in its form or the real agenda at work 
legitimatizing certain forms of teaching while actively 
denying and discouraging others. 
What is at stake is whether clinical 
supervision is to remain a way of controlling, 
disenfranchising and pushing teachers around, or 
whether it has other possibilities as an emancipatory 
process through which teachers are able to assist one 
another to gain control over their own professional 
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lives and destinies. The issue is whether clinical 
supervision should be constructed only in instrumental 
terms as a way of fine-tuning teaching, or whether it 
is a way for teachers to challenge and transform not 
only their teaching, but the social and cultural 
circumstances in which they do it. 
Technicist interpretations of clinical 
supervision amount to a conservative political process 
of perpetuating the status quo (Smyth, 1984) in which 
the only change possible is that which occurs within 
the framework of existing practices and structures. 
Used in this instrumental way clinical supervision can 
do no more than aid teachers to do better that which 
they were already doing: that is to say, trying 
harder to apply established techniques and 
rationales, while continuing to endorse the same basic 
assumptions and practices. 
Clinical supervision can be a way of 
empowering teachers by helping them to regain control 
of aspects of their teaching and achieving what remains 
uncontested, that is the ends of teaching, and the 
philosophical questions that are central to what 
teaching is about. 
Clinical supervision is a way to enable 
teachers to act critically, and therefore collaborate 
in marshalling the intellectual capacity so as to focus 
upon analysis, reflecting on, and engaging in discourse 
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about the nature and effects of practical aspects of 
teaching and how they might be altered (Smyth, 1985, 
p .9) . 
The essence of clinical supervision is 
therefore a model, by which teachers and supervisors 
can confer with one another in working toward breaking 
down the disabling isolation and alienation, that has 
come to characterize teaching (Flinders, 1988). It is 
a lot more than just promoting idle chatter, or fixing 
what is wrong in teaching. Because it focuses directly 
on pedagogical practice and on creating a text (data 
collected) about that practice, it provides an avenue 
through which teachers can begin to raise pertinent 
questions about issues related to ritualism, ceremony, 
habitual observances, and their teaching. It is only 
through such scrutiny that realistic, fundamental self 
improvement can occur. 
Definition Qf Terms 
1. 'cycle': A 'cycle' is a series of supervisor 
techniques, that once completed are ideally 
begun again, thus initiating another 'cycle.' 
This term provides some basic principles and 
concepts underlying clinical supervisory 
practice. 
Cogan (1973) identifies eight phases to the 
'cycle' of clinical supervision: 
Phase 1 requires establishing the teacher- 
supervisor relationship. 
Phase 2 requires intensive planning of lessons and 
units with the teacher. 
Phase 3 requires planning of the observation 
strategy by teacher and supervisor. 
30 
Phase 4 requires the supervisor to observe 
in-class instruction. 
Phase 5 requires careful analysis of the teaching¬ 
learning process. 
Phase 6 requires planning the conference strategy. 
Phase 7 is the conference. 
Phase 8 requires the resumption of planning. 
2. Formative Evaluations Formative evaluation 
analyses strengths and weaknesses in teacher 
performance for the purpose of feeding back to the 
teacher techniques or methods of improving that 
instruction. Formative evaluation helps teachers 
improve their performance by providing data, 
judgments, and suggestions that have im¬ 
plications for what to teach and how (Krey and 
Burke, 1989). 
3. Summative Evaluation: Summative evaluation also 
uses an analysis of the teaching act, but the 
appraisal is for the purpose of job retention or 
dismissal. Feedback to the teacher for 
improvement purposes may not be a 
characteristic of the summative evaluation 
procedure. 
Note: Both techniques, formative and summative 
evaluation, use the process components of analyzing and 
appraising to gather the information or evidence 
regarding teaching behavior and to review that evidence 
in order to make judgments either for improvement or 
for continued employment (Krey and Burke, 1989). 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY USED IN THE STUDY 
Method and Procedure 
The primary objective of this investigation 
is to determine how the participants, the teachers 
involved, view the development of the revised teacher 
evaluative procedures in Newton, Massachusetts and how 
they might or might not have been influenced by this 
process. Special emphasis is placed on the version of 
clinical supervision adapted for use by the Newton 
district, and how pre-training of faculty and 
administrators affected this process. Also, the 
researcher will be looking at the importance of 
establishing a common language, and the importance of 
pedagogical 1y connecting with the classroom teacher in 
terms of specific data collection and its transference 
to a more complete narrative evaluation summary, or 
critique. 
The researcher will be looking at a 
particular event, the revised evaluation process, from 
the viewpoint of the participants, ie. the teachers. 
This single group will provide an understanding of 
characteristics that will be transferable to other 
school systems. From this study conclusions can then 
be drawn giving some insight into the current trends in 
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the area of teacher evaluation, and specifically into 
the adaptation of a modified clinical supervision model 
when employed as a supervisory technique. This chapter 
will: 
1. Restate the research questions to be answered. 
2. Identify the study population and sample. 
3. Describe the research instrument. 
4. Discuss the validity and reliability of the 
research instrument. 
5. Present the procedure for collecting data; and 
6. Describe the data analysis process. 
The study design provides a flexible 
framework or path for an investigator to pursue his or 
her research interests. A number of options are 
available. It is the role of the investigator to 
select a study design that will be best suited to 
fulfilling the objectives of the study. The primary 
objectives of this investigation are interested in 
determining how the participants, the teachers 
involved, view the development of the revised teacher 
evaluative procedures in Newton, Massachusetts and how 
they might or might not have been influenced by this 
process. 
Research QytegUopg 
The questions are: 
1. How do the Newton, Ma. school teachers 
perceive the revised teacher evaluation 
procedures as properly meeting its goals? 
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2. How have or have not the Newton, Ma. teachers 
been influenced by the revised teacher evalu¬ 
ation procedures. 
A survey of Newton, Massachusetts secondary 
teachers was conducted to address the research 
questions. The following research hypotheses will be 
tested: 
1. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will feel they have benefited more from the 
revised evaluation procedure than teachers who 
have not. 
2. Those teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier 
training will favor the revised evaluation 
procedure more than those who did not. 
3. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will feel that evaluation is more beneficial than 
those who have not. 
4. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will feel that narrative evaluations are more 
helpful than those who have not. 
5. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will find that evaluation is less a source of 
anxiety than those who have not. 
6. Those teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier 
course will share more of a common language with 
their supervisor/principal than those who have 
not. 
7. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier course 
will be clearer than those who have not taken the 
course on the following terms: a. Momentum; b. 
Provisioning; c. Clarity; d. Anticipation; e. 
Explicitness; f. Modeling; and g. Dipsticking. 
Population and Sample 
The sample will include all secondary 
teachers in the Newton, Massachusetts Public School 
system during the school year 1990-1991. The grade 
34 
levels will range from seven to twelve and the 
participants wi11 exhibit diverse demographics. Over 
one hundred teachers were surveyed. 
Development of The Instrument 
The techniques the researcher utilized to 
collect data of a quantitative nature for this study 
was a questionnaire (Appendix I). Tuckman (1988) 
reviewed the process of constructing a questionnaire to 
fit the needs of a particular research study. A 
questionnaire designed by the researcher was used. It 
was a pre-coded structured survey questionnaire 
designed to determine the degree to which the revised 
Newton Public School teacher evaluation procedure is 
meeting its goals and serving the needs of its faculty. 
Subjects were asked to respond to questions, the 
majority of which are on a four-point Likert Scale: 
Greatly agree = 4, to Not at all = 1. 
The structure of the questionnaire was 
designed to elicit information concerning the 
evaluation process from both supervisors and teachers 
in the secondary schools in the city of Newton, 
Massachusetts. 
Prior to general administration of the 
questionnaire it was piloted on a small number of 
teachers and revised as necessary (Sudman, 1982). 
The questionnaire consists of ten (10) 
questions. The questions elicit responses on the 
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revised evaluation procedure in the city of Newton, 
Massachusetts. It also elicits responses on the common 
language terms used in the training sessions by Jon 
Saphier: a. MOMENTUM; b. PROVISIONING; c. CLARITY; d. 
ANTICIPATION; e. EXPLICITNESS; f. MODELING; g. 
DIPSTICKING. 
The last three questions on the questionnaire 
elicit background information from the respondents. 
Examples include: 
1. your gender is? 
2. How many years have you been teaching? 
3. Have you taken the Jon Saphier course? 
Validity and Reliability of the Instrument 
This instrument was prepared in conjunction 
with the review of pertinent, related literature and by 
discussion with teachers who actively work in the 
Newton, Massachusetts public school system. It was 
reviewed by a panel of experts to determine the 
adequacy of the instrument from a technical point of 
view, and by my committee to determine its adequacy 
from a conceptual point of view. The researcher asked 
the opinion of three curriculum supervisors and Jon 
Saphier so that they could provide their feedback, and 
then the researcher revised the questionnaire. Prior 
to general administration, the questionnaire was 
piloted on a small number of subjects and revised as 
was deemed necessary. 
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In non-experimental research, the researcher 
cannot manipulate variables or assign subjects or 
treatments at random, because the nature of the 
variables are such (as) to preclude manipulation. 
Subjects come to us with their differing 
characteristics intact (Kerlinger, 1986). Since this 
study is not experimental, establishing strict 
reliability is not possible. 
The independent variables in this study are: 
Years of teaching experience, grade levels taught, 
number of years as a teacher, and similar quanta. The 
dependent variables will be: participation in 
pre-training, a common language base for supervisors 
and teachers, clinical supervision techniques, 
communication between the teachers and supervisors and 
teachers' predilections concerning the revised 
evaluation process measured by the researcher's survey. 
Col lection of Data 
Once validation of the instrument was accomp¬ 
lished, a packet was given to each secondary teacher in 
the Newton Public School system. The packet contained 
a cover letter, the instrument, and a consent form. 
Packets were distributed to and collected 
from the subjects at each secondary school. The 
researcher collected the packet from each secondary 
school within a two week period. Follow-up was done on 
an individual school basis for any subjects who were 
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absent on the day of distribution. This procedure 
helped to increase the rate of return. 
Analysis pf Data 
To analyze the data generated by the question¬ 
naire, descriptive statistics (Means, standard 
deviations, percentages) are presented on all 
questions. Comparisons between subgroups (eg. those 
who participated in pre-training sessions with Jon 
Saphier versus those who have not) were submitted to 
t-test statistics. The number of subjects who rated 
the revised Newton, Massachusetts evaluation pro¬ 
cess as meeting its goals and serving its faculty was 
compared to the number of subjects providing a contrary 
rating. 
Data that is provided used the SPSS X 
statistical package at the facility of Boston 
University, the Boston Campus. 
Summary. 
From this study it is hoped that some 
specific issues essential to good evaluations, 
employing clinical supervision, can be discovered. 
Positive feedback and the maintaining of high standards 
are goals of school districts no matter where they are. 
At times these goals do not seem to exist in harmony. 
The Newton, Massachusetts School Department is taking a 
step at meshing these seemingly divergent goals. 
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Success in one's job performance is one of 
Maslow's categories for happiness in one's life. Most 
teachers equate job effectiveness with positive 
evaluations from supervisors. It is therefore of 
utmost importance that any attempts at revising the 
evaluation process be done in a sensitive manner, and 
with as much insight as possible. 
This study will specifically analyze how the 
change in evaluation procedure effected a particular 
group of teachers, and will provide some clues for 
future development and implementation in this least 
glamorous aspect of teaching, teacher evaluation. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE FINDINGS 
In this chapter data obtained from the 
research is presented and analyzed by the researcher. 
This chapter has been divided into three sections. In 
the first section descriptive statistics on the 
Evaluation/Supervision questions for the entire sample 
are presented. Section two compares those members of 
the sample who took the Jon Saphier pre—training course 
with those who did not on the Evaluation/Supervision 
questions; this section addresses the main hypotheses 
of this study: 
1. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier 
pre-training will feel they have benefited more 
from the revised evaluation procedure than 
teachers who have not. 
2. Those teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier 
training will favor the revised evaluation 
procedure more than those who have not. 
3. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will feel that evaluation is more beneficial than 
those who have not. 
4. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will feel that narrative evaluations are more 
helpful than those who have not. 
5. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier training 
will find that evaluation is less a source of 
anxiety than those who have not. 
6. Those teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier 
course will share more of a common language with 
their supervisor/principal than those who have 
not. 
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7. Teachers who have taken the Jon Saphier course 
will be clearer than those who have not taken the 
course on the following terms: a. Momentum; b. 
Provisioning; c. Clarity; d. Anticipation; e. 
Explicitness; f. Modeling; g. Dipsticking. 
The third section presents some additional 
data analysis. These analyses consist of breakdowns of 
the survey questions into groups formed from the 
demographic characteristics of the sample: gender, 
number of years teaching, and type of school, which in 
this study is those teachers from the two high schools 
in the city of Newton, Massachusetts versus the those 
teachers from the two junior high schools in the city 
of Newton, Massaschusetts. 
I. Descriptive Statistics 
Table 1 presents data representing 
demographic characteristics of the entire sample. 
Beginning with the gender of the respondents: 64 were 
females, 47 were males, and 3 gave no response. The 
sample group consisted of 114 teachers. From this 
sample, the group that presented the highest 
frequencies of respondents was those with 21+ years of 
teaching, which numbered 52, representing 46% of the 
sample. It is interesting to note that the respondents 
were very evenly split between the two high schools, 
Newton North High School and Newton South High School, 
with 58 respondents or 50% of the entire sample, and 
the two junior high schools. Brown Junior High and Day 
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Table 1 
Characteristics of The Sample 
Characteristic 
Gender 
Number of Years Teaching 
Type of School 
Junior 
N H 
Fema1e 64 56 
Male 47 41 
No Response 3 3 
1 - 5 10 9 
6-10 7 6 
11- 15 16 14 
16- 20 29 25 
21 + 52 46 
High School 58 50 
High School 56 50 
Have Taken The Jon Saphier Course 
Yes 
No 
47 
67 
41 
59 
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Junior High, with 56 respondents or 50% of the entire 
sample. Rounding out this table, it can be observed 
that 47 respondents, or 41%, took the Jon Saphier 
course, and that 67 respondents, or 59%, did not take 
the Jon Saphier course. 
Table 2 displays the means and standard 
deviations for the entire sample on questions 1 - 6 of 
the instrument. These questions address general 
concerns and opinions about Evaluation/Supervision. 
Table 3 also presents descriptive statistics on the 
entire sample on question 7 of the instrument. This 
question asked the teachers how clear they were on 
common language terms proffered by Jon Saphier for 
classroom teaching. 
It should be recalled that the original scale 
was anchored as follows: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Minimally, 
3 = Somewhat, and 4 = Greatly. These numbers are 
useful in interpreting the sample means. 
The high mean on table 2 (3.2), was obtained 
for question 6, "To what extent do you share a common 
language with your Supervisor/Principal," which 
indicates that the teachers in this study felt that 
they shared a common language with their 
Supervisor/Principal. The low mean on table 2 (2.1) 
was found for question 5, "Is evaluation a source of 
anxiety for you," which leads to the conclusion that 
evaluation itself was not a source of anxiety for the 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics on 
Evaluation/Supervision Questions 1-6 
for The Sample <N = 114) 
Evaluation/Supervision Question Mean S.D. 
1. To what degree do you feel 
you have benefited from the 
revised procedure? 
2.2 
i 
• o
 
2. To what extent do you favor 
the revised teacher evaluation 
procedure? 
2.5 1.0 
3. To what extent is evaluation 
beneficial? 
2.7 1.0 
4. To what extent do you find the 
narrative evaluations more 
helpful? 
2.8 0.9 
5. Is evaluation a source of 
anxiety for you? 
2.1 1.0 
6. To what extent do you share a 3.2 0.9 
common language with your 
supervisor/principa1? 
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members of the sample. However, the low mean (2.2) for 
question 1, "To what degree do you feel you have 
benefited from the revised procedure, “ seems to imply 
that the teachers feel that the revised evaluation 
procedure has only benefited them minimally. The mean 
on question 4 (2.8), "To what extent do you find the 
narrative evaluation more helpful," is evidence that 
teachers found the narrative evaluations somewhat 
helpful. 
Table 3 presents sample means on the common 
language terms. Teachers were clearest about the 
following terms: CLARITY (3.2), EXPLICITNESS (3.1), 
ANTICIPATION (3.0), and MODELING (3.0). Teachers were 
least clear about DIPSTICKING (2.3). Intermediate 
levels of understanding were shown for MOMENTUM (2.8) 
and PROVISIONING (2.5). 
II. Test of Hypotheses 
Table 4 presents means and t-tests for those 
who took the Jon Saphier course and those who did not 
take the Jon Saphier course on the 
Supervision/Evaluation questions. Table 5 presents 
similar statistics for the common language terms. The 
t statistics and significance probabilities indicate 
whether the difference between the means are 
statistically significant, that is, whether the 
difference in means occurred by chance alone. The 
4? 
Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics on 
Evaluation/Supervision Question # 7 
for The Sample (N = 114) 
Evaluation/Supervision Question Mean S.D. 
7. How clear 
following 
are you on the 
terms: 
a. MOMENTUM 2.8 1.2 
b. PROVISIONING 2.5 1.3 
c. CLARITY 3.2 1.0 
d. ANTICIPATION 3.0 1.2 
e. EXPLICITNESS 3.1 1.1 
f. MODELING 3.0 1.1 
g. DIPSTICKING 2.3 1.4 
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lower the significance probability, the less likely the 
difference in the means was due to chance or luck. The 
conventional probability level for determining if the 
findings occurred by chance or not is .05. 
An examination of table 4 shows that those 
teachers who took the Jon Saphier course had 
significantly higher means than those who did not on 
question 1, "To what degree do you feel you have 
benefited from the revised procedure?" <t = 2.68, p = 
.01). Furthermore, those who took the Jon Saphier 
course favored the revised evaluation procedure 
(question 2:"To what extent do you favor the revised 
teacher evaluation procedure?" significantly more than 
those who did not (t = 1.89, p = .06), and they 
responded higher than those who did not on question 3, 
"To what extent is evaluation beneficial?" (t = 2.05, p 
= .04). These findings are supported by the literature 
(Kerr and Slocum, 1981) which provides strong evidence 
for teacher participation in the development and 
implementation of an evaluation scheme. The high 
degree of acceptance of the revised Newton school 
department evaluation procedure by those teachers who 
took the Jon Saphier course indicates that 
participation of this nature promotes the sense of 
ownership essential to effective implementation. Also, 
the pre-training of teachers prior to the evaluative 
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change, has been proven to be most important in 
ensuring that the revised evaluation is successful 
CBridges, 1986; Stiggins and Bridgeford, 1985; Wise et 
al., 1984). Pre-training, in and of itself, emits an 
important symbolic message to the teachers. It 
connotes to them that their participation and approval 
are genuinely wanted and appreciated, and that 
implementation of any changes will have to have their 
input. The support of the revised evaluation procedure 
by the Newton school teachers who participated in the 
Jon Saphier pre-training courses was higher than those 
teachers who did not participate in the Jon Saphier 
course, as seen by the researcher's results. Those 
teachers who participated in the training before the 
revised evaluation procedure was implemented, 
demonstrate their acceptance of the revised evaluation 
procedure by their high means, as compared to those who 
did not participate in the pre-training course with Jon 
Saphier. 
Another statistically significant finding 
was that those who took the Jon Saphier course felt 
they shared more of a common language with their 
supervisor/principal (question 6:"To what extent do you 
share a common language with your Supervisor/ 
Principal?") than those who did not take the course (t 
= 2.54, p = .01). There were no significant 
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Table 4 
Comparison of Those Who Took The Jon Saphier 
Course with Those Who Did Not 
on Evaluation/Supervision Questions 1-6 
Means 
Took Jon Saphier Course 
Yes No Signi- 
Question <N=47) <N=67> t ficance 
<P> 
To what degree do 
you feel you have 
benefited from the 
revised procedure? 
2.5 2.0 2.68 .01 
To what extent do 
you favor the re¬ 
vised teacher eval¬ 
uation procedure? 
2.7 2.4 1.89 .06 
To what extent is 
evaluation bene¬ 
ficial? 
3.0 2.6 2.05 .04 
To what extent do 
you find the narra¬ 
tive evaluations 
more helpful? 
2.9 2.7 1.17 n .s. 
Is evaluation a 
source of anxiety 
for you? 
2.0 2.2 -1.24 n .s. 
To what extent do 3.4 
you share a common 
language with your 
supervisor/principa1? 
3.0 2.54 .01 
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differences between the two groups on question 4,"To 
what extent do you find the narrative evaluations more 
helpful?" and question 5, "Is evaluation a source of 
anxiety for You?" 
The emergence of common 1anguage as 
significantly different for those teachers who took the 
Jon Saphier course as compared with those who did not 
take the Jon Saphier course, is noteworthy. The 
establishment of a common language has been proven 
(Blake and DeMont, 1989) to increase instructional 
staff, teachers, participation and acceptance of a 
revised evaluation procedure. It also enhances 
sensitivity for individual teacher experiences, a 
tolerance for greater diversity of thinking, a 
continuous dialogue, and an expanded knowledge by 
supervisors/principals of the profession of teaching. 
Table 5 displays means and t tests for the 
common language terms. Significant differences between 
those who took the Jon Saphier course and those who did 
not emerge on all of the terms. Particularly dramatic 
differences occurred for "PROVISIONING" (t = 11.01, p = 
.0001), and "DIPSTICKING" (t = 10.28, p = .0001). 
These differences in the understanding of terms may be 
because these terms are not everyday terms in the 
teachers' vocabulary. Therefore, taking the Jon 
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TABLE 5 
Comparison of Those Who Took The Jon Saphier 
Course with Those Who Did Not 
on Evaluation/Supervision Question # 7 
Means 
Took Jon Saphier Course 
Yes No Signi- 
Question <N=47) <N=67) t ficance(p) 
7. How clear are you 
on the following 
terms? 
a. MOMENTUM 3.7 2.2 7.59 .0001 
b. PROVISIONING 3.6 1.7 11.01 .0001 
c. CLARITY 3.7 2.9 4.44 .0001 
d. ANTICIPATION 3.7 2.5 6.10 .0001 
e. EXPLICITNESS 3.7 2.7 5.45 .0001 
f. MODELING 3.6 2.6 5.12 .0001 
g. DIPSTICKING 3.5 1.6 10.28 .0001 
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Saphier pre-training course would indicate from the 
data that it would help to increase the teachers' 
repertoire and in-class use of terms. 
Ill. Additional Analyses 
Tables 6 through 11 present a series of 
additional statistical analyses on the Evaluation/ 
Supervision questions in which groups formed on the 
basis of the following sample characteristics are 
compared: teacher gender (tables 6 and 7), years of 
service (tables 8 and 9), and type of school (tables 10 
and 11). 
From table 6 it can be seen that females 
found narrative evaluations significantly more helpful 
than males (t = 1.95, p = less than .05). Examination 
of the means in table 6 shows that the female teachers 
gave higher ratings on all of the questions than did 
male teachers. Two of the differences reached 
statistical significance: question 3, "To what extent 
is evaluation beneficial?" (t = 2.29, p =.02), and 
question 4, “To what extent do you find the narrative 
evaluations more helpful?" (t = 1.95, p = .05). 
A similar pattern of means was obtained for 
the common language question (table 7). Female 
teachers had higher means than did the male teachers. 
For "EXPLICITNESS" the difference was statistically 
significant (t = 2.82, p =.01) 
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Table 6 
Comparison of Female and Male Teachers 
on Evaluation/Supervision Questions 1-6 
Means 
Female Male Signi- 
Question <N=64) <N=47) t ficance(p) 
To what degree do 
you feel you have 
benefited from the 
revised procedure? 
2.3 2.1 1.02 n .s 
To what extent do 
you favor the re¬ 
vised teacher eval¬ 
uation procedure? 
2.7 2.4 1.48 n .s 
To what extent is 
evaluation bene¬ 
ficial? 
2.9 2.5 2.29 .02 
To what extent do 
you find the narra¬ 
tive evaluations 
more helpful? 
2.9 2.6 1.95 .05 
Is evaluation a 
source of anxiety 
for you? 
2.2 2.1 0.15 n. s 
To what extent do 3.3 3.0 1 .67 n .s 
you share a common 
language with your 
supervisor/principal? 
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Table 7 
Comparison of Female and Male Teachers 
on Evaluation/Supervision Question # 7 
Female Male Slgni- 
Question (N=64) <n=47) t ficance <p> 
7. How clear are you 
on the following 
terms: 
a. MOMENTUM 2.9 2.8 0.45 n .s. 
b. PROVISIONING 2.5 2.4 0.16 n .s. 
c. CLARITY 3.3 3.1 1.41 n .s. 
d. ANTICIPATION 3.1 2.9 0.77 n.s. 
e. EXPLICITNESS 3.4 2.8 2.82 .01 
f. MODELING 3.2 2.8 1.83 n.s. 
g. DIPSTICKING 2.4 2.3 0.27 n.s. 
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Oral comments to this investigator by female 
teachers indicated that they appreciated the narrative 
evaluations because it was more explicit on what was 
actually occurring in their classrooms, and provided 
useful feedback to them on specific teaching patterns 
that perhaps they were not aware of exhibiting. In 
addition, the female teachers expressed a sense of 
relief in the school system's moving away from a 
checklist format for evaluation, which they felt 
overall gave little or no clues, or insight into 
ways of improving their teaching. Perhaps, according 
to the researcher, as females are more conversational 
by nature, and seek conversations with supervisors 
where a common language is understood more fully and 
classrooms where there is less guess work, and tasks 
are 'Exp 1icit,'accounts for the statistically 
significant difference in their responses and those of 
the male teachers on these items. 
In addition, the findings from table 6 which 
reveals that female teachers exhibited higher means on 
question 4, “To what extent do you find the narrative 
evaluations more helpful?", supports the use of Stage 
2, Observation, and Stage 3, Analysis and Strategy, of 
a clinical supervision 'cycle.' In Stage 2, it should 
be remembered, the supervisor/principal collects 
classroom data by observing the teacher and the 
students. This is when behaviors and patterns can 
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be recorded. This data is then translated into a 
narrative summary by the supervisor/ principal and then 
presented to the teacher in Stage 3. 
A substantial part of Newton's pre-training 
for supervisors/principals included learning and 
practicing how to skillfully collect classroom data, 
and how to craft the collected data into a well drafted 
narrative evaluation, making the data useable and 
useful. 
Tables 8 and 9 present data on the breakdown 
of teachers by years of service. For the general 
Evaluation/Supervision questions (table 8), no 
consistent pattern of means or statistically 
significant findings were found. However, it can be 
seen from the pattern of means in table 9 that teachers 
with 21 or more years of service tended to be clearer 
on the common language terms than those with 20 years 
or less of service. The difference for “PROVISIONING," 
(question 7b) was stistically significant (t = 2.40, p= 
.02). Here, it should be noted that the term 
“PROVISIONING," or teacher preparedness, may be better 
understood by teachers with 21 or more years of 
teaching experience because they have over the years 
learned how to anticipate and how to provide for their 
students as many learning tools, ie. charts, 
worksheets, maps, visuals, etc., as needed in order to 
make a lesson clear and learnable for all students. 
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Tables 10 and 11 present a breakdown of High 
School versus Junior High School teachers on the 
Evaluation/Supervision questions. It is documented 
that no consistent pattern of means or statistically 
significant differences were found. 
These last two tables, 10 and 11, are 
important as far as data collection is concerned for 
this study in that they relate specifically to the city 
of Newton's school system, which is where the 
researcher conducted this study. These tables indicate 
that the pre-training was evenly distributed between 
the high schools and the junior high schools in the 
city of Newton, even though the training was done on a 
volunteer basis. In other words, teachers took the Jon 
Saphier pre-training course if they wanted to do so. 
There was no pressure from their supervisor/principal 
to take the Jon Saphier pre-training course before the 
revised evaluation procedure was to be implemented. 
The city of Newton has been divided into two 
distinct sections geographically, only on the Secondary 
school level, ie. North and South. There is one high 
school and one Junior high school for the North side of 
the city and there is one high school and one junior 
high school for the South side of the city. 
Accordingly, there is perceived to be a large amount of 
competition between the two sides of the city in 
academic strengths, teacher assignments, rigor. 
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athletics and any and all forces that comprise rivalry. 
The researcher was shocked to discover that a genuine 
commonalty emerged as a result of this study. The 
faculties are more like-minded in their perceptions, 
interpretations and feelings than they outwardly 
appear, or would want each other to know. 
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Table 8 
Comparison of Teachers with 20 or Less Years of 
Service and Teachers with 21 or More Years of 
Service on Evaluation/Supervision Questions 1-6 
Mean? 
Years of Service 
20 or less 21 or more Signi- 
Question (N=62> <N=52) t ficanc(p) 
1. To what degree 2.2 
do you feel you 
have benefited 
from the revised 
procedure? 
2. To what extent do 2.6 
you favor the re¬ 
vised teacher eval¬ 
uation procedure? 
3. To what extent is 2.7 
evaluation bene¬ 
ficial? 
4. To what extent do 2.9 
you find the narra¬ 
tive evaluations more 
helpful? 
5. Is evaluation a 2.1 
source of anxiety 
for you? 
6. To what extent do 3.1 
you share a common 
language with your 
supervisor/principa1? 
2.3 -0.44 n.s. 
2.4 -0.96 n.s. 
2.8 -0.29 n.s. 
2.6 1.38 n.s. 
2.2 -0.50 n.s. 
3.3 -1.21 n.s. 
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Table 9 
Comparison of Teachers with 20 or Less Years of 
Service and Teachers with 21 or More Years of 
Service on Evaluation/Supervision Question # 7 
Means 
Years of Service 
20 or less 21 or more Signi- 
Question <N=62) CN=s52) t ficance(p) 
7. How clear are you 
on the following 
terms: 
a. MOMENTUM 2.7 
b. PROVISIONING 2.2 
c. CLARITY 3.1 
d. ANTICIPATION 2.9 
e. EXPLICITNESS 3.0 
f. MODELING 3.0 
g. DIPSTICKING 2.1 
3.0 i • I-*
 
ON
 
n .s 
2.8 -2.40 .02 
3.3 -0.90 n .s 
3.1 i o
 
GO
 
»
-»
• 
n .s 
3.3 -1 .05 n. s 
3.0 
<0
 
o
 
•
 
o
 
1
 n .s 
2.6 -1.64 n .s 
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Table 10 
Comparison of High School and Junior High School 
Teachers on Evaluation/Supervision Questions 1-6 
Means 
Jr.H.S. H.S. Signi- 
Question (N=56> <N=58> t ficance(p) 
1. To what degree do 
you feel you have 
benefited from 
the revised 
procedure? 
2. To what extent do 
you favor the re¬ 
vised teacher 
evaluation/super¬ 
vision procedure? 
3. To what extent is 
evaluation bene¬ 
ficial? 
4. To what extent do 
you find the nar¬ 
rative evaluations 
more helpful? 
5. Is evaluation a 
source of anxiety 
for you? 
6. To what extent do 
you share a common 
language with your 
supervisor/principal? 
2.2 2.2 -0.43 n.s. 
2.4 2.7 -1.70 n.s. 
2.6 2.8 -1.17 n.s 
2.8 2.7 0.34 n.s 
2.2 2.1 0.21 n.s 
3.0 3.3 -1.64 n.s. 
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Table 11 
Comparison of High School and Junior High School 
Teachers on Evaluation/Supervision Question #7 
Means 
Jr.H.S. H.S. Signi- 
(N=56) (N=58) t ficance(p) 
7. How clear are you 
on the following 
terms: 
a. MOMENTUM 2.9 2.8 0.65 n .s. 
b. PROVISIONING 2.5 2.4 0.20 n .s. 
c. CLARITY 3.2 3.2 0.06 n .s 
d. ANTICIPATION 3.0 2.9 0.33 n .s. 
e. EXPLICITNESS 3.2 3.0 0.98 n .s. 
f. MODELING 3.1 3.0 0.70 n .s. 
g. DIPSTICKING 2.2 2.5 -1.19 n .s. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to determine 
the effect the revised teacher evaluation procedure, 
implemented by the Newton, Massachusetts public school 
department, had on the participants, the teachers. 
Important variables relative to this study were the 
pre-training courses, the emphasis on establishing a 
common language for supervisors and teachers, the use 
of a narrative style for evaluative reviews, and the 
implementation of a Robert Goldhammer modified 'cycle7 
format of clinical supervision. 
Chapter I described, from an historical 
perspective, the events that precipitated the Newton, 
Massachusetts school department's decision to assess, 
at that time, its teacher evaluation process. Through 
the guidance of an astute assistant superintendent, the 
school department advanced its initiative, and took 
steps to redesign its system evaluation of teachers. 
This initiative is supported by the literature in terms 
of establishing a climate within which meaningful 
change can occur in a school system. (Bridges, 1986; 
Wise et al., 1984). 
Chapter II reviewed and presented various 
bodies of literature from the ERIC (Educational 
Resource Information Center) system and individual 
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authors and programs in clinical supervision, formative 
and summative formats that are used in evaluative 
processes, and it presented a critique of some of the 
controversial opinions related to the sensitive issue 
of evaluation, specifically clinical supervision, its 
adaptation by diverse school districts and 
specialists, such as Madeline Hunter. This chapter 
also raised some important philosophical questions to 
ponder when analyzing the topics of evaluation and 
supervision, as we progress into the 21st century. 
Chapter III displayed the methods used for 
gathering and analyzing the data, the procedure used 
for gathering and processing the data related to the 
needs assessment phase; and the procedure used to 
develop the categories of content for the objectives in 
revising the teacher evaluation procedures in the 
Newton school district. 
Chapter IV presented and discussed the 
findings related to the demographic data of the sample, 
the data for the common language features, the data 
related to the acceptance of the revised evaluation 
procedures from the teachers' perspectives, the 
implementation of narrative evaluations, the benefits 
of the revised evaluation process, and the impact of 
pre-training workshops as a factor for acceptance of 
evaluative change by the teachers. 
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In Chapter V, using the information from the 
collected data, conclusions, and recommendations will 
be set forth. 
Summary of the Major Findings 
In responding to the survey, those teachers 
who participated in the Jon Saphier pre-training, 
compared with those teachers who did not take the Jon 
Saphier course, felt that they had benefited somewhat 
from the revised evaluation procedure. They also 
indicated that they favored the revised procedure. 
Those who took the Jon Saphier course, 
compared to those who did not, thought that, in 
addition, one of the benefits of the revised evaluation 
process was that they shared more of a common language 
with their supervisor/principal. They understood terms 
like Momentum, Provisioning, Clarity, Anticipation, 
Explicitness, Modeling and Dipsticking. These terms 
were offered by Jon Saphier to the researcher as 
examples of the common language he used in his pre¬ 
training courses with the supervisors/principals and 
with the teachers. Regarding the number of years 
teaching, the findings are that teachers with 21 plus 
years of service provided higher scores on all common 
language terms. 
The mean on Question 4, (2.8) indicates that 
narrative evaluations were accepted more as a form of 
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feedback than a checklist format, especially by the 
female respondents, since they tended to score higher 
means in this category than the males. 
Another finding was that evaluation itself 
was less a source of anxiety for those who took the 
pre-training than it was for those who did not. 
Other findings relate to the influence of 
demographics. Among them was that the female teachers 
gave higher ratings on all of the questions than did 
the male teachers. The females also tended to 
understand the common language terms more than the 
males. There were no differences between high school 
and junior high school teachers. 
The remainder of this chapter contains two 
sections. The first section provides directions for 
future research, and the second section sets forth 
policy implications. 
Hixggtions.for Juture Regearsh 
The researcher would like to suggest that 
what could be usefully studied is exactly what 
differences teachers noticed in their observation 
write-ups or in their evaluation after their 
supervisors/principals had had the pre-training course 
offered by Jon Saphier, "Observing and Analyzing 
Teaching." The administrators who took this course 
learned skills for more sensitive observation and 
also skills for better communication in narrative 
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write-ups about the teaching that they observed. Most 
of the supervisors/principals adopted this format of 
narrative review into their practice. The results of 
this study indicate that the teachers generally favor 
the narrative style for evaluative review. Therefore, 
the researcher would like to suggest that a future 
study delve into exactly what differences teachers 
noticed in their observation write-ups or in their 
evaluations after their supervisor/principal had had 
the course compared to before. One could also ask if 
the quality and usefulness of conferences changed. 
Another suggestion by the researcher for 
future study would be to analyze the degree to which 
having a common language with your supervisor/principal 
is important to establishing ideas in common with 
your supervisor/principal. Even though those teachers 
who took the Saphier pre-training course hold the same 
categories of definitions for words such as "Momentum," 
do they in fact consciously see them as symbolizing the 
flow of events in the classroom as their evaluators. 
Hopefully, the administrators see more in 
terms of analyzing patterns and behavior (Goldhammer, 
1969), and are better able to communicate their keen 
insights to the teachers in writing and speech. 
Preliminary results from the researcher's findings 
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indicate that the narrative evaluations have improved, 
and that they are credibly and convincingly more 
effective. 
Measuring the impact of the administrator's 
training through teachers' perceptions about their 
write-ups and their conferences would be worthwhile, 
but complicated. It would be difficult because the 
supervisor/principal training began in 1983. Over the 
next three years this group cycled through the course 
in groups, and not all administrators took it at the 
same time. If this study were conducted, one would 
have to be sure that the teachers responding to the 
survey had taught in the Newton school department in 
1983, and that their particular supervisor/principal 
had had the pre-training course. The obvious problem 
here is that you are asking folk to remember back quite 
a way to detect a before-after effect in their 
experience with evaluation. Again, it is suggested 
that this study compare what the teachers experienced 
before their supervisor/principal had the training with 
what they experienced afterward. 
A spin-off effect of the teacher pre-training 
courses are separate from and unconnected to 
evaluation. The teacher's pre-training course is 
supposed to expand the teachers' repertoires of skills, 
cultivate collegiality among participants, develop 
risk-taking and trust among those who took the course. 
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and make people feel more pride in their profession 
(Saphier, 1990). All of those effects would well be 
worth future study. 
Another spin-off effect from the teachers' 
pre-training course has been the formation of Study 
Groups in the city of Newton in each school. These 
groups have the mandate of spreading the effects of the 
pre-training course essence to the school personnel, 
beyond the people who took the course. A worthwhile 
future study would be to analyze how much this 
symbiosis has spread. How far, in fact, have the 
pre-training factors spread into the fabric of the 
entire school, and what factors are promoting and/or 
impeding those objectives. 
Of course, direct interviews with the 
teachers and the administrators as a way of gathering 
data, or a qualitative analysis, would add more 
i1lumination. 
FqUcy.Imp] i<?3t jpng 
From the major findings of this study, the 
following conclusions are set forth: 
There is a need for pre-service training for 
the teachers to acquire knowledge, focused on teaching 
skills, related specifically to the identified common 
language features of the pre-training course. 
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Therefore, It is the researcher's suggestion that 
pre-training not be voluntary. All teachers should be 
required to "cycle' through the pre-training course. 
Since there were no differences in mean 
scores between the high schools and the Junior high 
schools, there should be instituted more observational, 
discussional, and exchange possibilities made available 
to the teachers in those settings. Through interaction, 
and collegial exchange better understanding of 
curriculum continuity and better understanding of 
classroom behavioral transference from the pre¬ 
training workshops would evolve. 
Since narrative evaluations seem to be a 
success, their style and format should be shared with 
the teachers. With a formal understanding of data 
gathering, and scripting techniques, the teachers could 
eventually observe each other. This would place 
clinical supervision in the hands of the practitioners, 
and re-align it with one of its original intents, that 
being increased collegial relationships. 
Another suggestion by the researcher would be 
a re-design of the actual evaluation forms used by the 
city of Newton. The forms that the supervisors/ 
principals use should reflect the new impetus and 
direction of the revised evaluation procedure. During 
the years of training, there has been no change in 
Newton's instruments. 
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Also, it should be documented that the 
strength of clinical supervision rests in Stage IV, the 
Supervision conference. By substituting this step with 
a mere discussion and a check list, Newton has faltered 
in its adaptation of Goldhammers's model of clinical 
supervision. There is no one-on-one processing of the 
collected classroom data. The scripting training that 
the principals/supervisors have learned is not being 
put to its total usefulness nor is it being applied as 
the change agent that it is intended to be. Stage IV 
should have been left in the supervisory process. 
Another suggestion from the researcher is 
that there should be an instiutionalizing of the 
traininng for all faculty members. The unfortunate 
part of the Newton revised teacher evaluation process 
is that all of the teachers did not participate in the 
pre-training workshops. As can be seen from the 
analysis of the tables, those respondents who 
partipated in the pre-training workshops tended to 
respond more positively than those who did not take the 
pre-training workshops. 
The most important aspect of the revised 
evajuation process is that the support from the 
administration did not diminish. Even though the 
administrator who initated the original investigation 
moved on to New York and a different position, the new 
Superentendent suppoted the revised teacher evaluation 
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process. Studies have shown that leadership support is 
needed to maintain the momentum and to allocate funds 
in order to sustain the continued development of change 
and the reassessment of the current evaluation process. 
Even though the initiator of the reassessment changed, 
the current leadership did not abandon the project. In 
fact, the new superintendent committed funds and 
continued to hire the trainer, Jon Saphier, who was 
originally contracted, to complete the training. This 
trainer is in fact working with the current faculty to 
spawn colleigial teams in each school in the city of 
Newton, Massachusetts that will pass on the pedagogy of 
sharing and the common language features of clinical 
supervision. It is hoped that through these teams, 
more sharing and better teaching will result. 
In conclusion, clinical supervision demands a 
great deal of the teacher and of the supervisor. It 
adds an intensity to the supervisory process that 
creates a need for greater diversity among 
participants. The question is, are practitioners ready 
for clinical supervision and its challenges to the 
traditional roles that often are enacted in the 
supervisory process? 
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APPENDIX 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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To: NEWTON SECONDARY SCHOOL FACULTY MEMBERS A 
FROM: PAtRICIA KEMPTON, RESEARCHER, DAY JR. HIGH 
FOR: EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT 
I am in the process of completing my doctoral 
dissertation, and would appreciate your support and 
involvement. The school department of Newton, 
Massachusetts has made a commitment to improving its 
evaluation/supervision procedure by using Jon Saphier 
for staff development training. Part of my 
dissertation is an analysis of the Jon Saphier 
training. 
I would be very grateful if you would complete my 
short questionnaire. It should only take a minute or 
two to finish. 
Please drop your completed form in the envelope or 
box in the office/house by Thursday 20 December 1990. 
Thank you very. Patty Kempton 
Day Jr. High 
1. To what degree do you feel you have benefited from 
the revised procedure? (l)Not at all_ 
<2)Minimal1y_ 
C 3)Somewhat_ 
(4)Great 1y_ 
2. To what extent do you favor the revised teacher 
evaluation procedure? (l)Not at all- 
(2) Minimal1y_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
(4) Great1y__ 
3. To what extent is evaluation beneficial? 
(1) Not at all_ 
(2) Minimal1y_ 
< 3) Somewhat__ 
(4>Great 1 y._ 
4. To what extent do you find the narrative 
evaluations more helpful? (l)Not at all- 
(2>Minimally_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
(4) Greatly__ 
5. Is evaluation a source of anxiety for you? 
Cl)Not at all_ 
<2)Minimally_ 
(3) Somewhat___ 
(4) Great ly_— 
6. To what extent do you share a common language with 
your supervisor/principal? (l)Not at all--— 
<2)Minimally_ 
C 3) Somewhat__ 
<4>Greatly___ 
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7. How clear are you 
a. MOMENTUM 
b. PROVISIONING 
c. CLARITY 
d. ANTICIPATION 
e. EXPLICITNESS 
f. MODELING 
g. DIPSTICKING 
8. Your gender is? 
on the following terms: 
<1>Not at all 
(2>Minimally_ 
(3)Somewhat_ 
<4)Great1y_ 
<4)Great1y_ 
(1)Not at all 
<2)Minimally_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
(4) Great1y_ 
(1)Not at al1 
<2>Minimal1y_ 
(3)Somewhat_ 
<4)Great1y_ 
C1)Not at all 
<2>Minimal1y_ 
C3)Somewhat_ 
< 4)Great1y_ 
<1>Not at all 
(2>Minimal1y_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
(4) Great1y_ 
(1) Not at al1 
(2) Minimal1y_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
C 4)Great1y_ 
<1)Not at all 
(2) Minimal1y_ 
(3) Somewhat_ 
(4) Great1y_ 
(1) Female_ 
(2) Male_ 
9. How many years have you been teaching? 1-5. 
6 -10 
11-15 
16-20 
21+_ 
10. Have you taken the Jon Saphier 
course? (1>Yes 
<2)No_ 
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